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Allowability of Claims Over Blonder 



Rejection Summary 
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Claims 1, 8 and 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,708,422 (Blonder). 



Discussion of Claim 1 



Regarding Claim 1, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Blonder 
fails to disclose or suggest a 

. . . method in communication application, comprising: 

transmitting a request from the communication application to a 

communication server for a cost to conduct a communication transaction; 

receiving from the communication server, in response to the request, a 

cost offer for the transaction before the communication application conducts 

the transaction. 

The Examiner's reliance on Blonder is misplaced. Blonder 
discloses a system for alerting a customer (e.g., sending a notice to a pager or 
cell phone) that a transaction (e.g., credit/ debit card purchase) is pending and 
requesting confirmation/ authorization of the transaction from the customer. 
In FIG. 1 of Blonder, for example, a merchant initiates a credit card transaction 
at card reader (101), which communicates with a validation database (106) for 
transaction authorization. At col. 7, lines 20-38, the validation database (106) 
sends an authorization request or alert notification to the card holder (via 
pager, email, cell phone) if a card holder condition has been breached. 

In Blonder, none of the entities include an application that 
transmits a request to a communication server for a cost to conduct a 
communication transaction. In Blonder, the card reader (101) merely validates 
a transaction at the validation database (106), which may send an 
authorization request or an alert to the card holder (e.g., to the pager or cell 
phone). Claim 1 is thus patentably distinguished over Blonder. 
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Discussion of Claim 8 

Regarding Claim 8, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Blonder 
fails to disclose or suggest a 



. . . method in a mobile wireless communication device, comprising: 

identifying a wireless transaction at the mobile wireless 
communication device; 

transmitting a request from the mobile wireless communication device 
to a network for a cost to conduct the wireless transaction; 

receiving from the network, in response to the request, a cost to 
conduct the wireless transaction before conducting the wireless transaction. 

The Examiner's references to various passages of Blonder do not 



support the asserted rejection. Blonder discloses a system for alerting a 
customer (e.g., sending a notice to a pager or cell phone) that a transaction 
(e.g., credit/debit card purchase) is pending and requesting 
confirmation/ authorization of the transaction from the customer. In FIG. 1 of 
Blonder, for example, a merchant initiates a credit card transaction at card 
reader (101), which communicates with a validation database (106) for 
transaction authorization. At col. 7, lines 20-38, the validation database (106) 
sends an authorization request or alert notification to the card holder (via 
pager, email, cell phone) if a card holder condition has been breached. The 
pager or cell phone in Blonder does not "... identify a wireless transaction ..." 
or "...request a cost to conduct the wireless transaction.../' The pager in 
Blonder merely receives a transaction authorization request or notification 
from the validation database. The pager in Blonder also does not receive, "... 
in response to the request, a cost to conduct the wireless transaction before 
conducting the wireless transaction." Claim 8 is thus patentably distinguished 
over Blonder. 
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Discussion of Claim 17 



Regarding Claim 17, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Blonder 
fails to disclose or suggest a 

... method for providing wireless transaction cost information to a 
wireless communication device, comprising: 

receiving a request at a communication serving system for a wireless 
transaction cost from the wireless communication device; 

providing a wireless transaction cost to the wireless communication 
device, in response to the request, before the wireless communication device 
conducts a wireless transaction for which the cost is provided. 

The Examiner's reliance on Blonder is misplaced. Blonder 
discloses a system for alerting a customer (e.g., sending a notice to a pager or 
cell phone) that a transaction (e.g., credit/ debit card purchase) is pending and 
requesting confirmation/ authorization of the transaction from the customer. 
In FIG. 1 of Blonder, for example, a merchant initiates a credit card transaction 
at card reader (101), which communicates with a validation database (106) for 
transaction authorization. At col. 7, lines 20-38, the validation database (106) 
sends an authorization request or alert notification to the card holder (via 
pager, email, cell phone) if a card holder condition has been breached. 

In Blonder, none of the entities include receive a request for a 
wireless transaction cost from a wireless communication device or provide a 
wireless transaction cost to the wireless communication device, in response to 
the request, before the wireless communication device conducts a wireless 
transaction for which the cost is provided. In Blonder, the card reader (101) 
validates a transaction at the validation database (106), which may send an 
authorization request or an alert to the card holder (e.g., to the pager or cell 
phone). Claim 17 is thus patentably distinguished over Blonder. 
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Prayer for Relief 



In view of the discussion above, independent Claims 1, 8 and 17 
of the present application are patentably distinguished over the art and are in 
condition for allowance. The dependent claims are also in in condition for 
allowance. Kindly withdraw any rejections and objections and allow this 
application to issue as a United States Patent without further delay. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Motorola Inc. 

Intellectual Property Dept. (RKB) 
600 North U.S. Highway 45,W4-37Q 
Liberty ville, Illinois 60048 



/ R K Bowler / 



Roland K. Bowler ii 26 sept. 2006 
Reg. No. 33,477 

Telephone No. (847) 523-3978 
Facsimile No. (847) 523-2350 
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